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This self-study report is part of the Peralta
Community College District's recruiting project, Operation Call Back.
former students who had been enrolled at Laney College for at least
one term between Spring 1972 and Summer 1973 were invited by letter
*0 reenroll, and 2,668 (14%) of the total population of 19,812 were
surveyed by telephone to ascertain the reasons for their nonreturning
status. The survey shoved that females in the sample had a slightly
greater endency not to return than the males. The majority of
nonreturnees were in the age bracket twenty to twenty-five years. The
two major reasons for not returning to college were employment (39%),
and transfer to another school (23%); other reasons cited included
moving to another area, family responsibilities, and enlisting in the
service, as well as perceived poor quality of the college. Of least
importance were the two areas within the scope of the college: lack
of availability of a course or program (3.6%1 and "too hard or
failing" (1%). It was concluded that "drop out" seems an invalid term
*o be applied to the nonreturning student, since the term "drop out"
implies failure of the student as well as of the college. (ER)
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THE NON-RETURNING STUDENTS

I

Purpose of the Study

This study constitutes an element of Laney College's continued
self-evaluation. A district-wide recruiting effort, Operation Call
Back, provide,! the opportunity to implement the project. The study
was designed to (I) gather information on the type of student who did
not return and (2) determine the major reasons why these former students
did not continue their education at Laney College.

II

Procedure of the Study

A letter from the college president was sent to 19,812 students who had
not re-enrolled during the past lk years. The letter invited them to
return and requested their assessment concerning the degree that Laney
College had met their needs.

Faculty and staff volunteered time to follow up this letter with telephone
calls to provide these students with information on the college and
ascertain the primary reasons for their non-returning status. The results
of these interviews were carefully recorded and analyzed to indicate the
findings noted in this report.

III

The Population and Sample

The total population included 19,812 former students who were enrolled
for at least one term from Spring, 1972 to Summer, 1973. Of these,
twenty-six percent (26.2-,) or 5,186 were called. Fourteen percent
(2,668) the total population was actually interviewed; 3% made
counseling apppintments and the remaining 11% indicated they would be
unable t.) return for the Spring term.

Complete data was gathered on 1,195 of these non-returning students.
Thq; the findings of the study are based on actual interviews with 7%
of the total population or 23% of all students who were called and 59%
of those who indicated they definitely would not return for the Spring,
1974 term.



IV

)iSI COPY AVANWIf

Discussion of Findings:

WHO ARE till: NON-RETURNING STUDENTS?

The samp:e statistics reveal that females have a slightly greater
(1.0.) not to return than males. Persons between 20 and 45

vean; of ao,o account for 87.1 of all non-returning students with :he
majority Ci."..1.1 in the 20 t.' 25 age bracket. In contrast, those under
211 and over exhibit a greater tendency to continue in college.

An of the ate -sex correlations indicates that females between
2 ' at:.! vearz: of age are the most likely not to return although a
mj;rit.- non-returnin4 males are in the same age group.

!ren! rever,;ed in the 25 to 45 age group as well as persons
ovor -5. !n both instaqces, males have a significantly higher tendency
no: to re-enroll than their female equivalents.

Conversely, the findings also indicate that the probability of persistence
( students who continue) is .greatest among females from 25 to 45 and males
under 2:). Males between 20 and 25 and females over 45 are more likely
to continue than their counterparts.

V

Discussion of Findings:

WHY HAVE THEY NOT RETURNED?

The T:estion why did they not return is a measure of the effectiveness
of the college meeting the needs of the community it serves. Further it
allows the college to review the information in light of those factors
that lrc wirnin and beyond its control. Within this context, it appears
till: the major reasons for the nor-returning status of most former students
ar, e.,;:nd the control of the college or indicate a degree of
lt7,fa.,:t:n with its service The three major reasons were "employment"

trAn.:fer :o an,:-ther :school (22.77,) and "other" (17%)*. Lack of
lner;t in any aA,!iti,nal ehication was cited by 9.1% of the respondents.
Of :east 1-7o.--rtance were the two areas within the scope of the college:

of of a course or program (3.6) and "too hard or failing"

r.,.1.:r; ire rolat.! re' rates of persistence among the age and
thy: Employment is the largest factor among

in overy a4e e.ronp. Persons between 20 and 45 cited employment,
trin,:or, and -other- a!: the major reasons for their non-returning status.

iniludild: leaving to accept a job, a change in working hours
an: ,r a co-fli':t ,:eloc'e(! c!asses and a work schedule. Transfer

i: fir:r year im;ritIttion or another community college,

;..i::: t!1- ar :. lshor 1r.01--" -'r itrA family responsibilities (297.),
aroa eniI%ted in .ervice (7.5'!,), poor quality of college

miscellaneous icilms as concern for personal safety in the area.

-2-
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The !I:chest rate of non- returnees is amutg females between 20 and 25
year,: ot a.,,e; for them, transferring to another college ranked first
(11.7J, then e:nplyment i2S.3..), and other (17.8:',)*. Similarly, males

2* to 25 11:;tod emlont (42.12-.), transferring (29.2%) and "other"
k13.7. C.,nver4ly, tho;:e areas within the scope of the college were

!owo.zt b both ,.roups. Availability of courses and programs
k.7. of Cte male:, and of the females. The problem of
w.th coile..e work rated O.C:. from the males and 1.5% from

th :n this group.

Avai!.4Hlity of courses and the level of difficulty were cited principally
A ...:inorit of females under 20 (2.5") as well as a few (2.1%)

tee:: 2'1 cited L.our:4e difficulty as a problem. Course availability
w is :..zk of females between 20 and 25 and by 5.7% of those
!,,twct.n 25 and '!:ales under 20 (3.2'%) and between 20 and 25 (3.8%)
acco:1:ed for the major groups indicating this as a major barrier.

La..k int.erest in further education was usually cited by males over 20
(1Y . and particularly those over 45 (27.r). It also posed a problem for
syre :t,malo:4 under 20 (10.) but this became less important as the age
range :ncrease.I and accounted for only 4.9% of females over 45.

VI

Conclusion:

WHO IS THE DROP OUT?

The "drop 1,:t" rate at. Laney is frequently cited as an example of the
fa:lure of the college to meet student needs. The results of this study

i.e-;tion the validity of the term, "drop out" as applied to the
n.-n-return:n4 stu.Aent.

term "-!rop .:)'it" impl!el failure of the student as well as the college.
?,2!. y !crual non-returning students do not seem to

fitlure. Are employment, transfer, or graduation automatic
..)f failure: Should family responsibilities or enlistment

n equate with inability to cope in a college situation?
!. ac , ur :nier:-,t in further education or the problem of course

)f the student or the college? Are
sz) divorce from student needs that they do

:turn? "drwi out" a proper label for every student who
7 ::a ;.!d on this study, it seems that these and related

ierious re-examination by the entire Laney community.

marria4e, pre;:rancy and child care as the major reasons.



TABLE 1

BREAKDOWN OF INTERVIEW POPULATION
1S1 COPN AVAitA04,

Na5186

CATAGORY N %

No Answer 2518 48.6

Not Return 2033 39.2

Appointments 635 12.2

TOTAL 5186 1007

TABLE 2

ACE /SEX DISTRIBUTION OF NON-RETURNING SAMPLE

N=1195

SAMPLE 0-20 20-25 25-45 I 45 +

N/7,N%N%N%N%
MALES 588 49.2 31 43.7 314 48.6 200 50.8 43 51.2

I' EMA t.ES 607 50.8 40 56.3 332 51.4 194 49.2 41 48.8
r____

1 0': :-

1

11195 100 71 100 646 100 394 100 84 100

SAMPLE MALES FEMALES

.1
-

N % N %

7: 3.9 31 5.3 40 6.6

. -
.. F.'.;:, 54.1 314 53.4 332 54.6

-

...., 3',. 1 33. 200 34.0 194 32.0

d'i. 7.0 43 7.3 41 6.8

:...t...... 119 5 1 130 5 88 100 I 607 100
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TABLE 3

REASONS FOR NON-RETURN

Ni=1195

CATAGORY N 7.

Employment 469 39.2

Transferred 271
.

22.7

Graduated 88 7.4

Too Hard 12 1.0

Course Not
Available 43 3.6

Not Interested 109 9.1

Other 203 17.0

TOTAL 1195 100%
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